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Introduction

I

1

Ever since the Industrial Revolution, the increase, in the level

of industrialization of any community has been followed by fund

changes in the productive relation of that community (e.g., Moore,

1963, 1966; Beck, 1972;Beck and Summers, 1973). These changes in-

clude a higher division of labor and an increased share of the labor

force employed in wage-earning jobs. A major result of these changes

has been the need to concentrate' the population in highly dense nuclei,

generating what has been known''as the urbanization process.

This does not mean that the only outcome is in,terms of industrial

employment. There is a multiplicative effect of the industrial devel-

opment which depends on the exportable characteristics ofthe produced

goods, ,and is reflqtted in'the gro44ing up of the service'sector

1970:158).

The "imbalfization procedV" describes the expansion of the urban

s toward the rural h'nterland, with the emergence in it of urban

to- -Characteristi This processis seen to coincide with one

of concentratio and growth, ulmipating with4he implementation of

, ,..,,

"drbani in the affected area,\ that is a quali\ive change in the
--

\ .
of:the-re-WeClive human com nity. ,,,

---
work to speculate aDqut the

desirability of one or y of fife.- Weither is it et), enter .

,,,

ccuracy of, the theoretical construC4-

field utilizes (L. Wirth, 1938'; 0. Lewis. \
i

It is not the intention

'into the polemic. a

that the lite

1965; R. Re fie , 1'947; Oc D. Duncan and A. J. Reiss, Jr., 1956).
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Rather our starting assumption will be that there is antimpliat

agreement about the irreversibility of the current trend: the in-

creasing concentration and growth of some population centers, to

,

meet the needs of the rationalization of the productive activities,

whether they are agricultural, extractives, manufacturing or services,

through the application of new technologies and as a consequence, the

increasing of the degree of urbanization. An additional factor is

the growing-importance of the leisure activities with their remarkable

effect on the development of the service sector.

. , .

Accepting the existence of such atechnological development, the

-----
role played by the industrial sector as a main source for the creation

-

of 'wealfh in a modern, society, and its association with the urbane

ization procesS, the next step will be to test if that association're-

mains unchanged when it is analyzed in the context of different ecolog-:

cal Sittlations: If the answer is a Change'in the aSsociationpattern

; ;4t willbe one of the basic supports for the hypotheses defined later,

in this paper.

The Framework Of the Analysis

An analysis of the fbrces involved in the location of the current

ti

population growth in the United States is not a simple one. On one\

hand, the economic forces that determine thelocation of the productive
r

A
i j

activities are highest-benefit oriented. This means that firms wi4.

consider all the economic components (transportation, labor market

t

taxation, financial, opportunities, etc.) to choose the best plant

location. On the other hand, the labor force involved in the productive

(lfl04
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activities at the different levels will have its own preferences

I:

the kind of living environment it prefers. These inclu re4erences

----for types of climate, direct contact with nature, or the kinclof

services and amenities that the urban life provides. Finally,, the

politidal apparatus will4have its ovi criteria for. selecting develop-

ment best suited to the needs of the Ountry, and they will be re-

flected in various legislative activities.

It is difficult to infer which of these forces will determine

the outcome of the new population location in the United States. But

before making any kind' bf prediction of what is going to happen,*

the near future, it will-be instructive to examine what, has been

occurring during the last two decades.'

There are two major interpretations of the predominant trends of

current population distribuition. The two are not necessarily contra-

:

dictory but; gtress quite different aspects of reality. On one hand,

the Commission on Population GrOwth'and the American Future considers
4

the actual location of the current population growth as mainly oc-

curring in the metropolitan ateas. ThtS viewpoint is supported in

several published reports (i.e,, The Report of the Commission on Pop-

ulation Growth and the American Future -1972; Population Distribution

ang,rolicy-Vor. V), in which extensive research is presented dealing

with the different aspects of the population growth and distribution.

Tables 1 an 2 present someevidence for what has been stated

in the previous paragraph. The predominancy and strength of the -

Metropolitan Areas is seen very clearly in the qata'pr*,sented in.

Table 1. The only exception is the liorthryllt region which-includes

Y'
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Table 1: U.S. Population Change Between 1960 And'1970 by
Residence (percentages)"

W. 0

Regions

4 r

United States 13.'4

Metropolitan
Areas , 17.0

Inside
Ce4tral
Cipies

Out4de
CeniAl
Cities V

NonMaropolitan
Areas

33.5

7.1

O

;
1WNorthea Northcentral South' Wes

9.1

7.3\,

-3.3

11. 0 13.5 24.2

17.3 21.7 27.8

e

1.1 2.8 '8.9

35.7 46.8 44.0

1.8 5.9 15.0,

Source: Peter A. Morriso , "Pop

interest and pr ate in
and the American?Future
Policy,. Ch. 2, Part I,

.

ulation movements:
terests conflict,"
, FIVE, Population
p. 39, Table-1.

a

Ci (I 6

Where the public
in the Commission
Distribution and
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\able 2: th.S. Population 1970

4,

Change and Distiabution
/t.

-v

V.V4

0

.

5

j
,

States by percent

Population
in .1970

(thoustinds)

'40

'Percent t'

Changes
Percent'of ;the

Entire Population
194 -60 1960-70 1960 1970

in SMSAsit 'in 1,960'

Less than 15 5,290 3.9 3.6 2.7 2%6

15-24 9,429, 7.6 9.7 4;.6

25 -49
I

50-74

39,252

65,859

10.3

25:9

8.1

16.9

20

1.6

19.3,

32.4

75-84 37,799- 17.0 12.0 18.5 18.6

85 and over '45,583- 24.3 16.1 22.0

Source: cIrerie B. Taeuber, "The changing istr*Aution of the popul tion
of the U.S. in the twentieth c/ttury," in the Commission on
l'opulation and the American :Future, FIVE, Population Dist+u-
Aon and PoliCy, Ch. 2, Part I, p. 39, Table-1.

o

{)n(.7

0 .2

0
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New York City and its consolidated area. Moreover, Table 2 shows,:

two importipt facts that have a strong linkage with'the theoretical

model to bedevelOped.in the following'pages: 1)-the evidence that./

an overwhelming percentage (73.4) of the population lives in states

having more than fifty percent of their 1960 population living in

SMSAs and 2) the growth pattern for 1950-1970 is superior in those t,
ti

more metFopolitanized states, whether it happened within the SMSAs

or outside, in the Cmetropolitan communities.

The second interpretationtcomes from those who see the decen-

tralization of manufacturing jobs as an unquestionable fact (Beale,

1969; Dean, 1973; Haien, 1970; Patrick, 1973; Smith, 1971; Stuart,

1971), A.09.1mterpret decentralization as the third stage of an

historical.procestinvolving: 1) the growth of the central cities;

2) the suburbanization of population and industry; and 3) the de-
1

centralizatioob
1
industry including the eruption of urbanites, in

the rural 'conmiunitieS (Summers et al., 1975). In reference

s
this lasF stage,

effects in the host

of those who regard

native for developin

et al., 1975).

'

therg is cOncern for the possibility of negative
s ,

communities, desPite'the,optimistiC predictions

indlist,riaildevelopment as the most viable alter-

g the economically lagging rural areas (Summers

An Aiternative Approach, and Some Litle ,ture supporting It

The alternatfve explanation that this paper tries to provide

is to interpret the nonmetropolitan movement of industry as two

processes depending upon the distance that the new industry, is

A (11)()8
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frOm the nearest SMSA. The evidence for the appropriateness of such

viewing comes from the comparison of two pieces of recent 'research.

A joint analysis of:the work 4one by Summers et al. (1975)

-dealing with the effects of the "rural invasion," and the paper

written by C. Haren (1970) about the rural industrial growth of the

1960s, gives an appropriate response to that question. On one.hand,

it is true that:

"Between 1960 and 1970 manufacturing employment in metro-
. politan areas grew 4 percent but,22 p rcent in nonmetropolitan
areas." tSummers et al., 1975:ii).

On the other haneit is no less true that the period 1962-1969

the percentage of employment growth for large areas was 16.7 and 26.0

for-the small ones, as is shown din Table 3. The only possible con-

ciliation of both must be found in Haren's definitions of "large"

and "small" labor market areas:

"Area delineations of 162 of the 193 large labor market
areas match' and those another 21 partly match Standard

MetrOpoliOan Statistical Area (SMSA) designations by
thi,J,J.4.!,-,1reau of the Budget as of May 1, 1967. .The

remaining 10 consist of labor marketi trade, service,
and government centers that are important regionally but
do not meet the basic criterion4(50,000.population) for
SMSA qualification." (Haren, 1970:432).

.......

It might well happen that the disparity between these positions

would disappear after a careful analysis of the role played by those

"21 partly SMSA and the remaining 10," in Haren's definition. The
4

."partly metropolitan" must be contiguous to an SMSA, by definition.

- So; their growth can be considered an extension of metropolitan growth.

The other 10 are "important regionally" which, most likely, means

they are important nonmetropolitaaareas.

4."

tor

0 0 (19

tee



8

Table 3: Manufacturing Employment, 962 and 1969, and Annual

Gain, Large and Small Labo Market Areas in the

United States

Employment Annual Gain Total Gain

1962 1969 Number Rate Allocation Number Rate
(Thousand) (Thousand) (Percent) (Thousand) (Percent)

Large

Small

Total

12,113 14,141

4,502 5,673

16 615 19,814
I

290

167

457

2.4

3.7

2.7

63

37

100

2,028

1,171
r-'

3,199,.!

16.7

26.0

19.2

t

k

ti

Source: Claude C. Haren,
e ,

'Rural industrial g row,h in the 1960s"

American Journal of AgriculturalEbkomics 52-August
1970, p. 432,

'0010

vp'
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Summarizing what can be inferred from the previous analysis,"-an

important' part of the total gain in manufacturing jobs by the large

market, areas (16.7%), from 1962 to 1969, has to be attributed to the

gain in counties contiguous to SMSAs, and the' regionally important
AP

nonmetropolitan areas (Haren, 1970) in order to fit with the total

gain'(4.0%) in manufacturing jobs by the SMSA, from 1960 to 1970

(Summers et al., 1975) .

Consistent with this interpretation is the following quotation

rom '

"What little general research has been done on employment
changes on the county level has'hot separated nonmetropolitan

0. , counties contiguous to SMSA counties from the more distant
ones." (Till; 1972:6)

Therefore, viewing the decentralization of indugtry as a unitary

process runs the risk of serious oversimplification. _What is regarded

as a single process may be two quite distinact processes r-each -cwith its

own origins and consequences for the communities involved'. Thus, it

is important to makeLa distinction between what we shall call sub-

metropolitanization of industry and decentralization of industry. The

former denotes the movement of industry to communities which are still

within the sphere of metropolitan dominance and is correctly uiider-

stood as an extension of the historically antecedent process of sub-

urbanization. The awareness of the existence ofo ubmetropolitan-

ization process is not our personal -contribution. ough in terms

of population rather than industry W. Alonso and E. Medricn, among

others, have written that:

"Suburban and exurban diffusion are proceeding very rapidly,
and many urban scholars think that the.SMSA boundaries cut
off substantial populatiOh that is functionally associated
with the metropolis." (W. Alonso and E. Medrich, 1972:231)

_
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Decentralization of industry indicates location of industry in

'.

communities outside the sphere of immediate mdti'Opplitqln dominance.

The'logic supporting the emergence of these two processes,
1 .

submetropolitanization anadecentralization, rests on the assumption

f that tha-traditional site selection criteria of highest-benefit-

',oriented firms remain operative. It proceeds with the assertion ,that

firms vary in the benefit to criteria such as economicsaof

I

agglomeration (Morrill, 1970:82) nearest to majkets, and skill level '

of the resident labor pool. Thbs, we conclude that an important

%

number of firms will be led to site selections which lie within the

Sphere of immediate metropolitan dominance. By application of the

same 1O\gical argument one may expesct firms with different weights

attached to the criteriaof'site selection find locationi outside

the metropolitan dominance sphere more. attractive. This suggests

that those firms locating in communities far remoed from metropolitan

areas differ in significant ways from those choostng sites in n-the
--,,,,,

near hinterland. For xample, the former are more likely to be

capital intensive while the latter tend to be labor intensave. There,

are undoubtedly, other important different consegy.e1 ces fob theAlogt

commuriities in terms of economic and demographic considerations 41 ';

4
, I(' 4

I

Moreover, communities differ:in economic and demographic char -,
.

.,....:=).

.
acteastics according to their location vis-a-vis metropolitan centers.

il

s'

,4
,.=
,?

. , .

The Ecolo ical As um tions

The present a alysis incorporates the conceptof urban system, /
. 4

. /
with city networks a d Subsequent dominance and dependency relations

..A / f .
o

,.,.

'_

( 1 0 1.

tl
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which-imply, to.a certain extent, a hieraiophical order (Bogue, 1950),

andthe development of economies of scale (Olmsead and Smolensky,

1973:7). Sup dt goes further in that it searches for the bits of

metropolitan dominance witirrespect to indugtrial decentralizatibn.

Thus, as a preliminary support for the following assumptions is

relevant to-quote here J. Friedman and J. Miller:

"The idea-of an urban field is similarly based on the cri-
terion of interdependeniY. It represents a fusion of
metropolitan spaces,end nonmetropolitan,peripheraa: spaced
centered upon core Nreas of ,at least 300,000 people and 4,

'extending outwards from these core areas for a distance*
equiv4ent to two hours' driving over modern throughiqay

systems (approximately 100 miles with present technology)."
(J. Friedman and J., Miller, 197006)

The degree of isolation of a rural county, determined by the
.

,-

distance to the Rearest SMSA, acts in an opposite direction to the

i. r

sphere of influence Of th9p system dominated by the central city of

q` . . .

'the nearest tMSA (CC-SMSA) 16.. D. Duncan 1961:550-551).

the,
, ,,, ...

one end :of the isolation scale are submetropolitan ,

-...... . .
1
,,,,,

cou ies which,.because of their nearness, depend upon metropolitan
. ./. . ,

.

cenpers to fulfe many of td ear-e aetheir normal servicmans. Bn s
'.

.

,.
,

.. t..

.

.

cness is only ''a reflection of the ovaratiVely'superior,range end
..

/ .

quality of services offered within the metropolitan-boundaries .,

. -

agalnst which these counties are weak competitors. ,This is illus-
.

At

.'': oo .

trated in the. case of shopping facilities, museums 'theaters,
7

hospitals, etc. (Haren, 1970:434). However, there Harp other kinds
1- .' ...i, .

of services, for example, recreational clubs, some educational

*('
1

institutions, military camps, etc. thetrneed and benefit from open .

spaces available in those counties; Another possible functional-

:

(1 0 1 3
O

-,.
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spaUrisAti21121submetropolitan counties is the residential. This

is the case known as the bedroom-communities.

41/

An intermediate possibility, in terms of degreg of isolation,°is

that the county though being, a part of the whole system dominated by

the central city of the SMSA is far enough (within 50 to 100 miles) Co

have a different kind of dependency o' the SMSA. The lower limit shows

that it is out of the range of the cothmuting activities in either di-

rection. Bu, at the Came time, it is assumed that drawing the upper

limit at a point that can be reached in a normal two hours trip, the

residents of those counties can use very easily some of the advantages

of the near SMSA. Such a possibility affects itself to the configure-
,

,tion of the area (Till, 1972:42), at the, time when a firm has to decide

the ideal location for its plant. The upper limit represents in

Friedman and Miller's work (1970:56) the limit:of intensive weekend

and seasonal-Usd'of the present periphery.
a,

The population size, and its different manifestations (i.e., density,

size of the largest place in the county), is assumed to affect the

potential of future economic development, especially in the cases of
4.1

isolated counties. The size of the largest city,ip the county is-asso-
,

ciated with the importance'of its-role within the system since size
I

tk t

11-

t

will determine its position, in the hierarchical scale (Bogue, 1950:13;

' Berry and Horeon, 1970:64'1 169)-, and therefore, the role it is going

to play in the economy of scale,that the urban system develops as A

whole. .
;

Another ecological factor which must be considered is tik 1size

of the SMSA. The extent of domination over the hinterland is seen
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as highly associated th'the size of the SMSA's population. In

approximate terms, itAan be said that the rrger the SMSA:the more

4
likely that a more co di ex social interaction with the hinterland can

be expeeted-(Hawpy, ... CschOre, 1957). ...

?
i..

.

f it into air interpretation of the urban system

,
acpording tnthe-so-c! fled central place theory. Agreeing with

fder
,i

Morrill (197G:61-78) 9a-- At, although rejecting the geometric interp

/ion as an iron.rule
-.

theory can be accepted as an attqmpt at
.,\

systematizing the most4mportant factors in the decision-making process
'IA
'40

.

All these aspect

. e

about location of indatry, services, and residence, such as the mon-

opoly location of,shOpP ng cent activities regularly spaced, and
°

individual min mizins tie distance-travelled to satisfy theii,desireS.

Summariz lig the previous ideas more succinctly: the different

ecological factors. are,4considered as the main causes for the devel-

opment of two diVindt processes, in which the industrial activity

affects the urbanizatiOn process at two clearly different levels

The Hypotheses

In analyzing the association between industrialization (level

of manufacturing activity) and urbanization it is expected that the

relationship will be affected quantitatively

intervening factors. hese expectations are
a -4

six.major hypotheses:

and qualitatively by

expressed n terms of

Hypothesis 1. The nearer the county is to an s4, the higher

the level of manufacturing activities.

0015
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This reflects thglpreaminance

counties contiguous o iviSAs and is

, 1; --
between the submetropolitadization process_ and the incipient industrial

14

of the inddstrial location i" the

..i

related toithe subseque0.nt.difference
,;

;.,.

decentralizati-on. ,

. According to Thollipspn (1965:443), the industrial location is still

very much linked to thp.consumption market, which is another way of
o

referring to the large:urSan ,communities. This, among others, explains

the basic idea's - -that support the esedt hypothesis.

The level of manufacturing,activit s can be measured by the number

,

of job; in manufaStdring, the pum er industrial plants, and the.

average plant size. Their assoc atio with the distance to- the neargst

SMSA will, show the chances oftsdpportinOhis hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2.. The higher the level!of uanufacturing activities,

the higher the ee of conc, ehtration,,density, and the number of

residents working in services. .

.

One exceptiOn must be pointed out: the closer the county,is to

anSMSA, the weaker the relationship between residents working id services

and level of manufacturing activities, '

, Density, concentration of population in place; over 2,500 inhab-

4.-

itantsand,number of residents working in services are used to measure

, .

thp,level of urbanization.(Wirth, 1938; Fischer, 1972; Schnore, 1961;the ,level
.,

1-1-4N i

AGihts and Martin, 1962; Olmstead and Smolensky, 1973) and its relation-

ship' with the level of manufacturing activities.

In a sense the present hypothesis is an extension of theepfevious

one. It means that if the first hypothesis is confirmed it will. produce

07,

6

11

1

. 1
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the effect of higher density and concentration in those places with

higher level 9f manufacturing activities nearest to the'SMSA. If con-
,

firm it will providsjurther evidence ofithe submetropolitanization

process,

Besides that, it can be said with Thompson (1965:446) that he

creation of new jobs in manufacwring will produce new jobs in services,

but I. in6 t be added that the proximity to an SMSA will distort such

, .

--relationships, since proximal counties may supply their need for new

services from the already existentsupply in nearby.SMSA. Thub,

metropolitan rural counties will become more and more\dependent one the

near SMSA.

Hypothesis '3. The larger the size of the surrounding metropolitan

population, the'higher the levels of density, population concentration,

anf residents employed in,seiwices, in the rural county.

In the previous hypotheses level 'of manufacturing

activities and proximity to an SMSA have been the main contributors to

the development of the submetropolitanization process. In the present
A

hypothesis there is an attempt to measure the extent to which the size
a

of the neighboring metropolitan population is an important factor that

also contributes to the_ distinction between submetropolitanizaaon and

.0

decentralization.

It is postulated that the size of the nearby metropolitan popula-

tion will affect in a distinctive way those rural counties having

common boundaries with the SMSAs as of 1970 Census Population definition.

This means that new SMSAs after 1970 are ignored. The reason is very

001
4

C.
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simpler the analysis spans the 1950-70period. The requirement Of ;

common boundaries implies the recognition that the SMSes expansion
4

moves
.
in the direction of the established boundaries and going beyond-- --

them in the long run, This IS precisely the effect that w4 wish to

measure here.

In this-conlirio logile(1950:47-0) con iders it important to +(c4,

measure the effect, on any county, of being located in ,the zone between
K ;

4

two,SMSA1 (The hypothesis being-studied explicitly recognizes such

. ,.eventuality.
1

But the'iost definite support for this hypothesis c4mes from the

cept of "urban file (J. Friedman andtJ.Miller,I.1972:56).

othesis . The.clbser the rural_county is to an SMSA, the great-

erTie amou of the net migration. \

In other words, the ex lanation forincreased net migration must'

be found in the dominant effe\t of the SMSAb,r at least the combination

of it with the increase ip madufacturing jobs.'

There are serious reservitions about the.gener ized assumption

tiat the number of new jobs, as :tvconsequence of the inease in :Ilan-.

ufacturing activity,Thas 'a,positive effect'on net migratioa But if,.

the distance' from the rural county to the nearest SMSA is, con oiled,

.

an initial weak association might become stronger. An effect o is2-
,

I 4104 les.

tance on the attraction of new settlers andthe outmigration rate will
,

! .

. \
.

.
.

offer aTlother probf,for the existence of the submetropolitanization :

is
't , ,- ,...-

t' . 1. .

prOcess. 'i -,......

/

-----/

In considering the effect of new industrial locations in rural
-...

areas, itis necessary to distinguish the kind
.

of indotry in question

4
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(Garrison, 1974; Till, 1974). Industries vary insterms of thelf in--
.

centives attracting migrants. For example, low wage indnstrfes are

less likely'to lead to net migration ,than are high wage industries.

Hypothesis 5. The larger the size of the surrounding metropoli-

tan population, the higher the level of net migration in the `rural

county.

This hypothpsis is,,complementary to the previous one.. Here the
.:. P

1

size of the neighboring metropolitan population is considered as the
1.

ei-
sL

pole of attraction for new inmigrants. Thus, being contiguous to a

large metropolitan area increases the probability of larger numbers of

inmigrants. Moreover, part of the inmigration into the SMSA may spill

over into surrounding counties.

Hypothesis 6. The more isolated the county is, the greater the

Importance of the size of the largest city in attracting dobs and
,. . . .

. ., .

. .

providing res.dence sites, and therefore affecting positively further

population growth.

It has-been stated that the primary purpo'ae" of this paper is to

ascertain the existence of two different processes:, submetrIipolftani-

zation and decentralization, the first being overwhelmingly more im-

portant in magnitude than the second. In a sense, the previous hypoth-

-eses have been paying more attention tm the former. This last one

tries to deal with what is considered as an important factor in the

decentralization process.Process.

The size of 'the main city in a submetrapolitan county is not

necessarily associated with the growth pattern of the county population

T .

1

se. 9
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since the growth pattern in those counties will be affected by the various
4

job and service supplies of the contiguous metropolitan counties (CC-SMSA
lb

included) with which they maintain a relationship of dependency. The

11.[ case in the isolated bounties will be different. In the latter case

the degree of association between manufacturing aotivity and population,

growth should be higher. However, it has tC fulfil one condition: that
. ,

the population of the stain city surpasses a minimum size (Bogue, 1950;

Fuguitt,-1972; Gibbs, 1966; Thompson`, 1965; Till, 1972).°101
. .

, , A 1
-, /

/
1

An extensive literature has been produced deal gri4h tie , 11' , i

.
4, I .

size thresho'l'd re d for classifying a city as -Vtential growth
d

. ' `'pole (Berry, 1968; Haren, 1972; Duncan et al., 1956; morxill, 1970).
,

Generally, littleor no growth pole potential is seen for cities

smaller thg.n 200.,Q00 inhabitantS. Obviously, by definition, all poten-

.

tial growth poles are already SMSAs and thus exclude any nonthetropoli-
,

4 4

tan city or county. However; FugUitt (1972) considers that:

"Larger non-metropolitan [cities], then, should not be dis-
missed as potential growth centers in any program to promote
the growth 'Of established'places." (Fuguitt,*1972:125)

And so, the same rationale that has been applied to the larger

, potential growth centers could be aiplied\also'to the larger cities of

rural counties, though with some- logical limitations as a consequence

of thpif dependent status.

P

Variables and Indicators
\,

The indicators used to measure the "level of manufacturing pctiv7

ities" are: 1) number of jobs in manufacturing intthe countS;,2) numt;dr

of manufacturing plants, and 3) average plant size.

;0020
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The first two were obtained from the County BuSiTs Patterns1 for

, 1947, 1959 and 1,970. As far as is known such'data'for1950 and 1960

are not available. The third indicator results from the division of

,

. 1

the first measure by the secohd.
. .T

.i.

In order to simpliWthe 4del it has,been assumed that the road
.

distance from tike rural ,couhties (largest city in cou as a rAerence

i)oit) to the nearest remained constant ovei.tlie,i950-1970'
,

,!.
t '

period, and that the most represe*aiive teasuie shqiild be, that computed

fat 1960s a middle point. in time.
,

The informaYion hastbeen-Obtained
ti

,

4

4 ,

from the Standard Highway Mileage Guide, Rand McNally$0966; Ayer

.i'

Directory of Publications, Philadblphia,-1974; and Official State High-
,

'.

way Department Maps, 1972 - '19713.
-,=__.,

.
.

i'
,,

Thedmdicators,-of urhanization 4e: 1) .datity., 2) concentration,t

i t ,

1 . ,

and 3) residents working rtVservic,es. The first.is a more precise way

of measuring the populatiLn growth in.terms of urbaftiiation, since the

physical size of the counties varies.tremendously.,-The4indiCatorrof

'concentration follows the-IF.S. Bureau -of the Census:definitiOn of urbal.1..

places. With respect to the number of residents employed in services,

it is assumed that the developmeht of the service sector is One of the.,

aspects of urbanization, and that, most,of the residents working ip

services work in the county. Themore urbanized an area becomes, the
2 e

more services are provided in ;t.. If the reSidents working ch services

. have their place of work outside the limits of the county, it means

that they have made a positive evaluation of the resiqehtial desira-

bility of that county, which-is another source ,a _urbanization.

2.4

0 2,1
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The source used forithese.three indicators is the U.S. -Census of
,?-

Population for 1950; 1960 and 1970. . . ..

It is important to make explicit the criteria for measuring,the

.

"Metropolitan population" as a variAble.influencing the urban dvelop- A

(ment of,the contiguous-rural counties. Two-characteristics mutt be

fulfilled to ctinsiderothe population as metropolitan in terms of the
9

y..
.present analysis: 1) contiguity and 2) metropolitanit . '4 4

I' A
A.rural county will be considered contiguous to a SMSA ;Alen they.

'

hold a common boundary as defined in the Rand McNally Commefcial

Atlas and Mirketing Guide, 106th edition, 1975. .The reasonfo this

definition lies in our _concern foi the effect of the SMgA on its eon-
,

.

tiguous'counties. Some,of these counties are the ones that may not

havebeen contiguous during the complete period under study.

they had an SMSA Moving in their directibnwhich achieve0,ContigUity,,

a

as the 1975 outcome shows.

The condition of being considered as.SMSA is fulfilled inthose

cases that are defined as such in the 1970 ,Census of Population.

A variation of the indicator,411number of jobs in manufacturing,"..,

is the net creation of new manufacturing jobs during a decade. It tá..

.

.

shown by the indicator: "increase in manufactUting employment" for

)

,u,-.?,

1950-60 and 1960-70 periods..
-._

. -,/

Net migration for a specific period (decade) is the final balanct ,.e
---

.

of.inmigration minus outmigration. The source for such information is

the Bureau Of the Census, Current Population Reports, November, 1962 S.
..

,r

and June, 1971 issues, corresponding respectively to the i950-60 and'

960-40 periods.

0022.
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Census of Population, 1950, 1960, and 1970. is important to empha-

.

ti

21

e size of the largest city in the nonmetropolitan counties was

en from the U.S. Censtis of Population,. 1950,-1960 and 1970.
0

Finally, a. variable used to measure the extent to Which a county

lunctions,as a residential place (residential suitability) is obtained

from the difference between the number of members of the labor force

residing in the rural county and the number of jobs in the same county.

Obviously the figure obtained through this procedure is a type of 1oWer
r. .

li4t (the smallest actual figure possible of number of people residing

and'not working in the county), since it'is assumed that most of the
im

jobs'.,,that the county provides are assigned to residents. In case of an

\,/ extensive Practice of commuting from other surxoundin% counties the
o o

1

actual figure should increase.

The data pertaining to the number of jobs ii4he-rural county
.

e,

comes from,the County Business Patterns, 19511 195 , and 1970. The<data
0

about number of residents in the labor force Ate obtained from the U.S.
I,

sizehe time 1 between theodata for 1950 and 1960. 'It couldbe a

;#,

source of inaccuracy unless the results were c nsidered as general .

4 trends rather than very Iccurate figured, In'iny Case", the 1970 data

..... t 1. :- , 'ti,.. 'S

are not affected by this problea.007 : , q r, .
.

""\ 4,W-.
le,

-,

4

% t .The Data p. ..
:,

......0
. \

...

Empirical testa of the hypOtheses hive been performed using the

2"Datafile for National Sample ofNOnmetropolitan Countiesn. It-is

a ten percent stratified ample of counties of the U.S. in 1950 with

nonmetropolitan status at that time. Counties with nonmetropolitan

0023

',./
t
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status in 1950 were first grouped according to U.S. Census Repn

'(see Appendix A). Withineach region counties were 'assigned numbers

.randc147. Then a ten percent sample was selected using a table of

random numbers. Thest resulted in a sample containing 279 counties.

This sample permits generalization to regions.
4

However, there are some limitations in the data. Among the 279

Counties there were 74 that had to be excluded because'c f missing data

in the variables being used. In two cases (i.e., King Wihliam County
t

and Washington County, both-in Virginia) there -were independent cities

formed within their boundaries with the.result that data reported for

these counties were not comparable to the a from other counties.*

Both counties were eliminated:from the analysis.

data for certain variables in some states (e.g., Georgi Texas) were

other cases the

reported for several counties grouped together. At other times, the

0
official reason given for missing data,was confidentiality. '1.n ally,

onelltase of sampling-error was found: Kenton County, Kentucky, which,

had SMSA status in 1950, and therefore had to 14e excluded. In total;
4".

this means that alMost a 26.52% "non7response error" is introduced.

However, despite these'limitations, it was felt that the adjusted data

set was adequate for testing the hypotheses. proposed herein. The

overall adjustment is shown in Table 4.

In general, the analysis has been done across the time without

looking for the linkages of the variables in one pereiodlof time with

possible effects in the following.

There are two exceptions: 1) when the relationship involves measote-

ment of increases (or, decreases over .time i.e., Net Migration, Inertase_

O

(1024

a,

a.
A
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Table 4: Sampiling Adjustment .'

4

National Sample:

Ring 1

Ring 2

Ring 3

Total

Region 1

Region 2

Region 3

Region 4

Before Removing°
74 Observations %

After Removing
74 Observations

, 97

. ,

118

64

'-279

14

13p

97

38

z
34.8

42.3

22.9

100.0

5.0

46.'6

34.8

134

.

%

.

.

$

' t
44!

3*#

.

69

94

. 4
41.-

2.

205

14

78

81

32

.

23

O

33.7

45.8

:20.6

100.0

.6.8

38.0.

39-.5

15.6

0025
A°

1
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in Manujacturing Jobs,

/Increase'in

Population, in a,decade) an 2) when

/'r
an attempt is made t , measure the effect of a given condition (i.e., ..

$
size of the larges cityfin the coUnty),..oin the futu.4ire/development of

: A

9

, .

. ,

the counties: f w,;
(,..,

W.
. . . ,

i , i

°, ''s °A major dr mension of the emPiiical-investigation.ig the analysis
, ; ,

. ..
.

. .

findti?P,
of the- diffd ent "rings," in which iiTs' expected tilAt'one will find

. ..

distinctive relationships31 ,

i
.4

9

.

....

Findings
./

The first issue to be considered is the distribution of non-
,

.

metropolitan industry.' Can the pattern*of rural industria14ocation
A e

be described' as "decentralization" or is it better .reaAs "submetro-' \
i.:

politanization"?: The expectation is thatthe latter description is

more informative; that there is a negative relationship between distance

from CC -SMSA and industrialization.'

If the hypothesl's is correct,,most of the:manufacturing jobs and

plant4 should be located in the first ring.-,Besides that, if there

is a sele4ive Oiscrimination manifested by. the size oI theplant, the

0
closest ring to CC-SMSA should be the one with largest averagpilant

,

size.

To ascertain whether or not these are the actual conditibna of

the industrial location pattern, the mean number of jobs in man
6

facturing, number of plants and average plant size, by rings,-were

calculated and are reported in Table 5.

The 1970 pattern of manufacturing employment supports-the View

'of submetropolitanization. Ring 1, which is closest to the CC.4MSA:

1
00,26

c

al

7-:1*. e



Table 5: Mean Values for Level of Manufacturing Indicators
1970: -by-Rings, 1947; 1959;

Manufacturing 1947 2,470
Employment

1959' 2,709

1970 3,673

Number of 1947 43
Plants J

1959 53

9 1970 55

Average 1947 46
Plant Size

1959' 45

1970 61

(*) Ring 2

52 1,,640

51 1,886

53 2,477

42 38

.
44 44

, 44 44

45 31

'.44 35:
,

44.: 48 m

(*) Aing 3 (*)

35 623 '13

36 679 13

35, 843 12)

37 21 21.

4'
36

.

24 20,

36 25 20

: 30 25' 24

21 21

35 2't 21'

(*): Peicentage ofeach Ring in the whole Ring'efigure outained by.
addition.of the three averages, for every year.

6027

IL 0
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has the largest percentage of nonmetropolitan manufacturing employment.

The level of manufacturing employment decreases with increasing

tance CC-SMSA. This pattern of decreasing manufacturing activity

also holds for the other two indicators: number of plants and average

plant size.

There remains the possibility of a change in the trends

the industrial location, which can be examined by comparison

I
situation in 1947, 1959, and 1970. Turning again to Table 5

4 p

number'of manufacturing jobs in Ring 1 is stable, any change

concerning

of the

, the

being

in the direction of a higher arare of the absolUte figure (from 52% in

1947 to 53% in 1970). In contrast Ring 3 lost 1% during the Same period.

In-1947 the average number of jobs in manufacturing for the Ring 1

counties wasfour times the average number of jobs in Ring 3. In 1970

it is slightly more than four times. The percentage in Ring 2 is

constant over the period. Thus, the general pattern has been one of

Stability over the period of investigation.

In the case of the average number of plants per county, there is

a clear predominance of the counties included in Ring 1. Over the

period 1947-70 there is a slight increase in the dominant position of

Ring 1. .

With respect to the size of the plants, it can be seen-that the

second king becomes the destination of larger plants during the last

two decades. This growth in the plant size in Ring 2 occurs during the

same time when plant sizes are. decreasing in/Ring 3. However, in terms

of absolute.size, Ring 1 is still the site of more than 40% of the

qarge" plants.
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1

Additionally, examination of the percentage increase in manu-

facturing activities over the period. indicates that: 1) Whereas the

, increase,in number'of jabs in manufacturing, from 1947 to 1970 is

48.7% in Ring 1, and 510 in Ring 2; it is 35.3 in Ring 3; 2) The num-. .

ber of plants increases 27.9% in Ring 1, 15.8% in Ring 2 and.19.0% in

Ring3, and finally; 3) The increase in average plant size is 32.8%

in Ring 1, 54.8 in Ring 2 and 12.0% in Ring 3.

These percentages demonstrate that the industrialization process

1,

is, visibly more important in Ring 1, with Ring 2 becoming a further

continuation othat predominance. A.pja consequence, the differentials

between Rings 1 and 2 are decreasing while between them and Ring 3

4

they cleat41)0 are increasing.

In sum, the hypothesized inverse relationship, between distance'

from CC-SMSA and level of manufacturing activity is supported by

bath'the pattern of industrial distribution and trends in industrial

-location.

The second issue--the infldence exerted by the CC-SMSA on

nonmetropolitan development may be seen in ways other than industrial

location.

Hypothesis 2 examines the effectsNof distance from CC-SMSA on

the relationship between level of, manufacturing activities and urban-

ieation. It is expected that metropolitan dominance will be most

eS4
evident in Ring 1 and the least in Ring 3. This gradient of effect

should manifest itself by the existence of a stronger correlation be-

tween industrialization and urbanization indicators in -Ring 1 than

in.Ring 3.
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In order to assess the hypothesized effect, the three indicators

of industrialization (niimber of manufacturing jobs, number of manu-

facturing plants and average plant size) were correlated with the

three measures of urbanization (concentration or percent of peop3;e

living in places over 2,506 inhabitants, density and number of residents
's

. working in services) within each ecological ring.

In 1950 there was a clear differentiation'between the first two

Rings and Ring 3. For every indicator of level of manufacturing

activity except one, the correlations with the three'indicators of

urbanization are indisputably stronger in the first two than in the

third. The exception occurs with the,cortelation between residents.

in services and average plant size. Since jobs in service are a

.consequence of urbanization, and not just industrialization, the

demand for services is metropolitan in scope. Therefore, the correl-

ation between number of residents working in services and ley

manufacturing activity-in Ring 1 counties should be interprete

cautiously, since the whole .greater metropolitan region is not being

obserVed.

In 1960 a similar pattern is observed but some changes begin to

emerge. First, the correlation between the three indicators of level

of manufacturing activities and residents working in services skarts'

to move in the direction predicted in,a previous paragraph. That is

to say, the smalliSt correlation occurs in Ricw t because'in this

ring, as the population increases, the number.of service jobs are

tot just-a consequence-of industrialization but a combination of it .

'or*
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with the service supplies of llhe neighboring metropolitan counties

where the residents of the nonmetropolitau counties Cln%woricon a

commuting basj.s.

.

Second, the average plant size has its highest correlations with

urbanization in Ring 2, as a general pattern. This means that it is

in counties 50 to 100 miles from the CC of the SMSA where the size

of the plant becomes most relevant in terms of affecting the level of

urbanization.

Finally, in 1970 the relationship between ndmber of mOnpfacturing
`. 11.

jobs and.concentration and density are stronger in Rings 1 and 2 than

in 3.* In the cake of relating number of_manufacturing jobs and

residents in services, again the result agrees with` he predicted

weaker' relationship in)Ring .For number of manufacturing plants

the Pattern generally follows thaqn 1950; stronger relationships. in

Ring 1 and 2 than in 3 no 'matter which urbanization indicator is used.

. .

Two additional patterns are evident in Table 6. which bear on this

hypothesis. In:king 3 only; there is no correlation between indicators

of industrial development and population concentration in any of the

three years. However, there is an increasing correlation between

industrial development and density. Again, this occurs only in Ring 3.

The combinationof these two facts suggests that industrial develop-

ment in Ring, 31s ':asoCiated with Populgtion increases which kettle

eLther in the open country or in-.small villages when their presence

doed not transform the hamlet into an urban place.

Moreover, during these two decades the trend in correlations

'between;industrialdevelopment and urbanization indicators is one
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t*

t 4.1k,

of declining strength,in Rings 14-and 2, which the opposite trehd

is observed in Ring 3. The degree of urbanization of counties*dhin

100 milps of an SMSA appears to be increasing determined by factors
rit

other -tlhan level of manufactuting activities,. To ,the contrary, in

the more remote counties manufacturing activity is becoming more

important as a determinant of urbanization.

These results clearly support the hypothesis, that there are ,

strong differences in the pattern of associatipn industrial

ization and urbanization across nonmetropolitan f eLologIcal rings

centered on SMats. These differences provide important support for

.
concluding that two different processes--decentraliztaion and sub-

metropolitanization--are in operation as a result of ecological

factors.

Hypothesis 3 sets forth the idea thht the population size of

metropolitan areas accelerates-the process of urbanization in con-

tiguous nonmetropolitan counties. It is an extension of the previous

hypothesisinthat it presumes the presence of forcesin addition to

(

industrialization (i.e., size ofthe sarroundingmetropolitan pop-

ulation)which are, relevant to urbanization If nearby metropolitan

areas serve as potential markets fot the'industrial output of no

metropolitan industry, especially these located in the

immediate environs, size of the SMSA shouldbe relateeto the level

of manufacturing activity, in nearby nonmetropolitan counties as well.

. . .
,

Thus, if size of the metropolitan pepulafte* actually reinforces4.,'a
A

.
the submetropolitanization process in.coettiguous nonmetropolitan cougt-

,. I _

ies, one may expect to find a'positilie relationship between size and

ona2
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urbanization as well as the indicators of industrial-
.;

From
-
Table 7 it is not possible to reach a definitive conclusion

i

since the size ofthe correlations are stall to moderate for All of

the entries. And for two indicators they..Are n nsiOificant in 1

three years. Still some insights can be extracted: 1$density and
I i i !: .

residents working in services become morecofrelated with size of the

metropolitan population over the period er study. The former

does su to a major extent; 2) the.number of manufacturing jobs in the

nonmetropolitan counties decreases or at least remains almost un-.

correlated with.the size of the metropolitan population. On the other

hand, the number of manufacturing plants shows a slight increase in

its correlation with population size in

in 1970; and, 3) studying the impact of

1960, which remains stable

the ize of the metropolitan

population in thefollowing aeLades it can beinferred that the
9

density bf.the submetropolitan counties is positively related with it.

Similar case-is the evolution over tine cf theetorrelation between

.

the size of.the metropolitan pbpuiation and thelumber of residents

.

.

in the submetropolitan counties working in services: .4s the actual

fact is that size of the metropolitan population increases over, the

period it is possible o assume that part of the increasing demand on

c

services, that such growing pattern is going to ptduce,will be ful-

.

filled by the members of the submetropolitan
t

olifan commyrties. 40n
r
the other

11and, the impact the metropolitan population growth, on thoseindic-

ators of industrialization that show statistical significance in

their,relationship'Ooes not present-any relevant, changes

o

s

0034

,

. .

3
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Table
.

Cortelations of the Siie'ol the COntigUpus Metropolitan.
Population with the Indicators of Urbanization and,
Industrialization, National Sample 1950;,71960 and 1970

± ,

Size of the Contiguous Metropolitan Population
1950 1960 1970 ':

.084 .082 .078

(.446)*
.
(.454) (.479)

-

1

Concentration

Density
r

Residents .

Working,in,,
Services

1950,

1960
,.

1970:

1950

1960

1970

1950

1960'

1970

.058 .059 .060

(.600) (.592) (.587).

.030 .030 .031

.727

(.788) (.782)

(.5.314 .303 .91)
(.003) (.005) (.007).

.

.365 .357 '.348.

(.001) (.001) '(.001):

.420 - .423 .427

(.000) (.000) (.000)

.400 .402 .406

(000) (.000) * (.000)
.285,1.267 .276,

(.014) (.011) (.008)i

.416 .426 '.439

* (.000) '(.000) (.000)

.265 .253 *,240

(014) (.019) (.027)

.320 .311 , '.302

(.003) (.004) (.005)

1947

Nu
.

mber of .

1959 '4".

Manufacturing
Jobs

1970

1947 .355

Number of
Manufacturing

1959- '
-

Plants
1970 1

t- ,'..,

1947. .024

Average
.°

Plant Size
1959

1970

.257 '.254 ' .25k

"(-.018) (..019) (.021) , '.. ;.."'

,. .349 .343

(001) (.001) (.001)

.445 .442.,
.

z-
.438'

(.000) (.000) (.090) ,-.

:440 .440 :439

(.000) (.000) (.000)

.014 .008

(828). 4(.856) (.946)

-.021 -.030, -.035
(.846) (.787) (.748)
-.043 -.046 -.046

?
. (.698) (.675) (.678) ;,

*The ,figures,within parentheses correspond to the t testosignificance

levels; )k 4., ,

1. t '

0 0 3
1
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. .. .

It cannot be said that there is no relationship between the size

's-,

of the metropolitan population and the indicators of urbanization and f

.
"---_,

1

industrialization. With the exception of 'concentration and average

.

plant size which do not present a significant relationship, the other
ii.

four show actual correlations though.the J.evel Of those correlations
-

,.--

Isa,not really high. And, as the metropolitan population grows over''

time the urbanization of theubmetropolitan counties goes in the
11,

same direction, whereas the number of jobs in manufacturing does not

show change and the number of industrial plants reaches its highest

positive correlation in 1959 declining after that point as the size'

of the metropolitan population Continues to grow.

Therefore, from the previous analysis can be extracted that even

'''--eadmitting the impact of the size of metropolitan population as one of
,

.
,

-;,
:

; -.the forces that. produces, thg differences in the two ecological in- -N -, ,

A, . , it s,--

.,... -

:
.

.. F.

stances being studied in this paper, the importance of such impacts ,,,,. '
,..,

,

is limited, especially in' terms f accelerating the industrialization,
.

( -';'--process of the submetropolitan comities.

The'fourth issue--it is expecte that proximity to an SMSA is'

positively related to the net migratio of thenonmeirOpolita9,

counties.

*I

In the- framework of Our analysis, which sees prbximity to .an SMSA
-t

e

as an important determinant of the industrial gration process-,' "the

Jr-

-4

.,,.. differential creation of job Opportunities pay be expected to generate'-
. .

ki dant in the Metropolitan counties and their neighbori nonmetropo:i::

) 1 differences in net migrati6n. ,Sinceethose opportun ties are, more b n-

4
,

. .. ,
,-t,?.. :

,

counties, the expectation is of a far higher net'migrat n in /the
%

, ,

Iry
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submetropolitan counties nadir than in the remote counties.
$

The data in Table 8 reveal a clear 14.tern'which is consistentff
,:with,,,the

I

present hypothesis. There is a 4r,;tODT process from the
o

N

`t most isolated toward the subtetropoli4niged bounties which becomes

stronger In the 1960s. It may be interpreted as an indication of

I 4
the superior attraction of thelpetropoliAover its hinterland.

Holding in mind the fact these are nonmetigpolitan counties,

it is instructive to note the alteratiot beikeeti decades in the pattern

by rings. In the 1950s all three,.rings had negative ne.t Migratibh

experiences, the amount increasing with distance from nearest SMSA.

However, during the 1960s only t4e most remote counties continued

to have_negative net migration (X = 900). Counties in Rings 1, and

4

-2 show a turnaround,in migration with the submetropolitan counties.

showing a stronger positive attraction (X =1, 062) than the inter-

.

stitial counties (X = 518). This net migration pattern is parallel

7%1

to the industrial location pattern and therefore is conaistpnt with

the logic of our hypothesis.

In order to examine directly the stated hypOthesis we turn to an

examination of the association between industrial activity and ntt

migration, controlling iOr proximity of the:county to an SMSA.' Table

9 reports the relationship between number of manufacturing jobs in

o

1947 and 1959 and the net migration of the-following decades. The

result is striking in that no association is found.

In'an effort to further explore the presumed relationshilf, we

expanded the data by allowing the increase in manufacturing jobs to

replace the absolute number of manufacturing,jobs (Table 10). Some

slight changes are detected (some significant correlations and a
..,
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"TalAe 8: Average Net Migration byi Rings: 1950-60 and 1960-70

6

3. t

1950-60 . 1960-70

nWhole Sample

Ring 1 -1,41.7 1,062

Ring 2 -1,718 518

Ring 3 -1,804 -1,900

(10:18

4

36
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Table 9: Corielations Between Number of Manufacturing Jobs
(1947 and 1959) and Net Migration in the Following
Decade (1950-60 and 1960-70), National Sample by
Rings

Number of Harm-
' facturing Jobs

Net Migration

1950-60a 1960-70
b

United States Sample

Ring 1 -.124 (309)c -.119 (.328)

Ring 2 .036 (.732) .096 (.356)

Ring 3 ..092 (.561) -.269 (.085)

a.
This column shows the correlation between Number of ManufActuring

4 Jobs in 1947 and Net Migration in°1950-60.

b
This column shows the.correlation between Number cf Manufacturing
Jobs in 1959 and Net Migration in 1950=70.

cThe figUrelwithin parentheses represent the t test significance

.level.

0

4

. _

00;49
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Table 10: Correlations Between Increase in Manufattux,:ing
Jobs

a
and Net Migration, National Sample by- Rings,

1950-60, 1960.-70 .

Increase in
Number of Manu-
facturing Jobs

United States, Sample

Net Migration

1950-60 1960-70

38

Ri ng .242 (.045)
b

.085 .:485)

Ring 2 .230 (.026) .092 (.379)

Ring 3 -.109 (.492) (.484)

a
The Increase in M nufacturing Jobs is computed

! 1959 and from 1959 eio' 1970, respectively.

°The figures within parentheses represent the t
level. ,

as from 194'7 to

test significant'
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certain homogeneity in Rings 1 and 2 for 195040) but basically the

situation remains unaltered. There is no evidence that net migration,

is significantly related to level of manufacturing activity.

The fifth issue--size of the metropolitan population is cbnsidered

. =

to be a factor attracting inmigrants tb the fringe areas of tfie SMSA.

Since it has been observed that creation of new jobs in manufacturing

is not adequate to account for the net migr

(
tion, the decisive factor

.in net migration,has to be sought in alternative directions. One

plausible alternative could be that the attraction of the city is a

combination of actual job opportunities, potential job opportunities

(many times only in the mind of the inmigrant), and the attractive-

ness of the convenient ser.vices that the city offers, to the whole

inmigrant family.

To examine the Empirical sumort for such a plausibleAdIterna-

tive the correlation coefficients were computed f. the ass

between: a) size.of nearest SMSA population 19 and net migration

4'

<2.
50-60:r = .404 (p < .000)

, '1

at

b) size of nearest SMSA population, i960 and net migration

60 -70, r = .475 (p < .000)

Clearly there is a significant correla on, although the ;ize of the

correlations is not very relevan In any case, as the metropolitan
A

R
population size increases from.1950 to 1960 the correlation with net

migration moves in the same diretion. Therefore, some sort of

specific effeet of the metropolitan dominance is detected in the

submetropolitanycoun ties.

-

004,1
a'
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The sixth hypothesis deals with the notion that one of the dis-

tinctions between the two industrial dispersion processes is the role

played by the:size of the largest city within the county. It is our

expectation that the closer the county is to CC-SMSA, the less im-.

portant that role will be.

The expectation is based on the assumption that the size of the
%

largest city will play an important role in the attraction of new

manufacturing jobs. Through employment multipliers, its influence will

be transmitted to inkicators of Urbariii.zetion. It is expected that this
,ar

process will be evident particularly in Ring 3 but less so in Ring 1,

since there its role is counter-balanced by the dominance of the

metropolitan area.

Table 11 shows the correlation values of the population of the

largest city in the nonmetropolitan counties with the subsequent

* changes in manufacturing employment, residential suitability, number

a

of residents working in services and population growth.
J

The effect of the size of the largest city as a pole of attrac-

tiontion for manufacturing jobs has little support during the 1950s.
4*

During the,1960s, the evidence'becomes stronger but the.levels of
,,=

association areTOw. It is worthy of note that the 'association is

stronger in Ring 2..tgan4in Ring 1 .(.461 versus, .290.
,

In the 1950s in terms o residenidal suitability (use of the
4

county_ as a residential place but not as a working?place) the',re is
1110 a j r

not a clear difference between the first and the third Rings in the

role played by the'larges city in the county; both cases ar f .1' more

importantothan the case of Ring 2. In the 1960s there are some changes:

60 4 2
0 t

fi

I3
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1) in Ring 1, the size of the largest city becomes very highly, correl-

ated with the residential suitab'lity of the county; 2) in Rings 1

oW10.

and 2 the relationship becomes we ker, but stilLcomparAive/y more
co

,t

J

important in Ring 1 than in 2.

The variable ;:residents working in services" (for 1960 and 1920)

may be seen as a partial indicator-of-the eMployMent multipliet effects

I

ds we-11-as the "division of labor." There is a fairly3strong and

positiVe correlation between growth in population and the number of

workers involved in service industries. This is true for both11960

and 1970.and all three nonmetropolitan rings. Given this relationship,

the association between the largest city'in the county and the service

sector labor force may be seen as an indicator of future urbanization

in the county.

In the'1950s, the further the county was from the CC-SMSA the

stronger the correlation between, size of the largest city in the

county and number of residents working in services.

It is difficult to conclude from what has been said that the

position Of the largest city in the nonmetropolitan county is such as

stated in the hypothesis. It is true that the role of the largest

city seems to be more important in Ring 3, both in the 1950s and the

1960s, more as a center,of Service and residence supplies than as a

center of attraction of,pew manufacturing jobs. Only Ring 2 shows

a slight association between the size of the largest city in the

increase in.manufacturing jobs. A possible interpretation of the

'situation is that, whereas in-Ring 1-A-4-3 the role of the city is

predominantly that of supplying seerices And residential facilities,
0
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in one case for the metropolitan neighbors, in the other for the small

surrounding communities, in Ring 2 any population development of the

largest city will rely more or new ind9Strial activities and vice versa.

Basically, looking at the effect of the size of the largest city

in the corty over the attraction of new manufacturing jobs, the

-hypotheses do not find any svp,port. On th,oth:r_ hand, if what is

,JI

-analyzed is the reAti2nsWip between ,tile former and*thenumber of-,,,,
c-...-

residents in servicesthe response fits with hypothesis for 1950s but

becomes less clear though it still supports the hypothesis iR1960s.

It appears that one of the main roles-of the fargest City in the

counties of Ring 3 is as a residential center for workers who, commute

to surrounding counties.

. Conclusions and Policyflications

To categorize counties as metropolitan and nonmetropolitan runs

the risk of oversimplification hiding the distinctive conditions that
',.

t

typify several subcategories of the la
ot
ter. Ignoring them will.lead

. .

. . .
.

to misinterpretation of the 9ffects,of .current popula.0etion policy as

well as failures in the formulation of new polities.

The present study has attempted to determine whether such dis-
... .

, ..
. .

. , , 7 , .

tinctive conditions exist when onecuns'ikers the influence of important

ecological factors on industrialization and population distributiOn-,
I

processes. The results lead,to an affirmative answer:.

...

1) If, we consider the industrial location pattern, it is very
.

%

clear that the submetropolitan counties have become more

-'

induS'trializedthan.the more remote counties, froth 1947 4s
.4,

1970, both in terms of absolute'figures and in terms Sflpercent_

.0"

Ai.
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14'1

.., of increase. '

, 3.-:.'.

t
2) If we consider the-reiationship between level9fsmanufacturing

.. ),.":

1.

.

activity and urbanization controlling for distance from the

nearest SMSA,, the general patterns in Rings 1 and 2 are very

much alike and differentiated from the pattern of Ring 3.

3), Net migration plays an import t rule in future°populition

distribution and'at the same time is negatiiiely related to

the distance from the County to the c ntral city of the nearest

SMSA. This means that submetropolitan and remote counties

present different migratory incidence and therefore an in-

grease in therisgap showiby the population diitribution in.both
*d %

.,1

case foreseen.

. These general conclusions support the argument for the,existence

of two distinct processes of nonmetropolitan industrial location.

Once that fact has been established is important to'consider the

motivations, interests and manner of participation of significant
i

.

'
.

in these processes. There are three "actors" we wish to

consider:

1) The individual§ as such,as members of doMestic economies,

or as members of either the urban or the rural communities;

2) the firms represented by their managers, and finally

3). thethe policy makers as members of the political structure.
.

If it is true th4t there is a tendency 'for-urbanites to flee

from the city, it is no less true that their dependency on wage work

as :the main sou f income d9es not allow them to live far a

from their plaCes of work. Besides, one must notoverpOk .tie fact'

Arr
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that historically cities have been important centers of consumption

for both individuals and domestic econoties. Thus, urban growth is

stimulated and sustained by both productive and consumptive advantages

"inherent in them.

In terms of the,present analysis the fleeing'process is reflected,

, -

in the important development of ecological zones within the 1-50 ,

miles and 51-100 miles rings. The latter has become increasingly .

important in the last decade. Reinforcing the effects of the centri--

fugal movement from the central city them is an opposite mOvement,

0

but with the same point of.destination: i.e., from,the isolated

counties to the fringe of the metropolitan area. Some of the in-

,
migrants remain in the fringe territory, while'some move further

toward the core of the -metropolitan area. These transformations.

c- _

/-

gain momentum nas ew technologies develop,and generate higher'living
. ,

standards:

.
One of the components of the population groWth process in the

nonmetropolitan counties is net migration.' The ,f6regoing analysis-
,

indicates that there i§ a concentration of inmigr4nt zones nearby'
\ '-

the S1SAs. What is not known is the origin of such inmigrarts.

. . .\

.
Neither is it clear whether they are attracted by the new indAstrial

,job opportunities. The results of ou.r. analysis seelm'to indicate\ hat

they are not,, but the actual fact is unknown. It is possible that

the lack of association between industrialization and population growth

is a consequence bf multiplicative effects

and the 'degree of dominance exerted ,hy tIle
; . ' , - -`

, .

on -the contiguous counties. &it since the

of new industrial jobs

Central City of an SMSA

lack of association is

;

0048.
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.commcn among the different ecological zoned (ringS), further research

is needed to clarify what actually is happening. A different explana-

tion should be needed to deal with

a possible counteracting effect of

the more isolated counties: e.g.,

a continued stream of outmigration

.

which the creation of new job opportunities fails to halt because of

0
the outm4rants lack of skill to apply for those jobs and an emerg

inmigration stream of workers q

The'reason for taking into

effects in the industrialization ocess has very much to d6 with

ified for the new jobs---

the different ecological

,
valuating existing policy about tie impactof increasing manufacturing

activities in the process of populalion distribution, and .in a fUrther

extent in formulating new policy in that field.

`Another important issue is the attitude of outmigrants about

they prefer to re--deskrable solutions for their future welfare. Do

main in their counties of origin? And in case of an affirmative an-

,

swer, which is the best way of dealingwi the problem_ lof unemploy-

s consider industrial-ment. In ether words, do the rural communi

ization as a desirable good? -To answer that

needed, which attempts to measure not Only the

1/ ,

counties but the views of leaders who are goin

decisi6n-making _process at the time

goals.

Butstill, there is reason to pOnder whether e Community de-

uestion research is

the.communi

public opinion in the

to participate in the

es deCide tir

cision, whatever it is, wirlaffect the final

pengurs who .control the industrial firms,

verdict ot the cntre7
1.,

0049



dr,

Firms try to obtain maximum, benefit in locating new factories,

and.they will look carefully at the different components of the cost-

benefit equation, At a national - level, doing so will induce many

, .

- firms to.locate new plants nearby the urban centers. There are two

powerful reasons:

1)i:;the 'proximity to the consumption marketseapd

2) th'e accessibility to theJabor force supply.

However, there are some chnracteristicS that can produce asplit in

the decision - makingdecision-making process about fhe location f new industries;

I) the lack of orgaPized unionism,

2) the ack of skillful jobs, and
O

3) the' predominance of labor intensive kineof activities

n the new plant.

These.factors could lead a firm to consider the possibility of,looking

t

for areas where the cheap manpower.is avaqable.'

Those last three characteristics,contribute to the recognition

that. a,more detailed analysis must be done at a regional level,_ and

._ -,
-, even at a state level,,which might ,show important differences wiEhid.

B
Z

,

the national pattern. There is an extensive literature agrottipgwitW

the need of such research

Morrill:, 1973; Summers et

the basic reasoning; shown.

(Berry and Horton, 1970; Fuguist, 1972;

al., 1975;' Till, 1973). AS:a.comparison;

in the previous paragraphs is the same that
o

provokes the expatriatio0Of numerous firms to other counties where 6

440

the conditions are more in.consonanos with interests of the corporations.

politi6al actors will have their'eriferia-for choos-

!..
.ing the most-ad quate development programs topromote thegeneral

1)050
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welfare of the cuntry. These are reflected in various legislative

actions: e.g., Tie Economic Opportunity Act of.1964, Economic Devel-

11 .opment Act of 1965, and Rurtal Development Act of 1972. These pieces

_

of legislation are based on the hypothesis chat any polccy,enCouraging

,j. .11

the industrialization_of depresded rural areas is going to stop the

o

i i
.

.

. utmigratiovrocess improve rural living condition's and, at the.same-
0. s

timq solve to a certain extent the problem of overp opulation that .

endangers the standard of living of the growing metropolis. Empiri-

cal cptfirmation of this logic is not available.

Therefore, despite Congressional efforts to deal with those

problems,sanddespite the preferences of the individuals and small

communities,, the powerful interest of the firms within the framework

of a free- market economy will dominate the final decision in the

e

O

rogress_of industrial location and consequent population growth.

f the economic system needs accumulation of capital as its main
,,. ' ;

. 1

source of survival,'such accumulation will
4k
be found more and more in

the economies of scale built up within urban systems. Systems that
AO%

have been reinforced with the population movements of the last

decades, From this perspective difficult to foresee a signif-

icant decentralization of industry n.the years.to come, rather it is

mere probable that submetropolitgnization of industry will character=

iie the trend of, industrial location.

t

1



FOOTNOTES,

1
The original title of the publication

Establishments Employment."

2
-A roject under the direction

of Applied Sociology, Department of
Wisconsin - Madison,. and supported by

Sciences'of the same university and
for' Rural, Ames, Iowa.

3Rings are

A

J

50

for 1947 was "Busineps

of Gene F. Summers in the Center
Rural Sociology, University of
the College of Agricultural Life
the North Control Regional Center

defined as: Ririg 1, when the distance from the CC-SMSA
to the largest city in the nonmetro-
politan county is smaller than 51 miles;

Ring 2, if the distance is between 51 and'.
100 miles;

Ring 3, if the distance is larger than
100 miles.
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'Appendix AI. Census Regions of the U.S.A.

Region States

1. Northeast Maine
New York
Pennsylvania
New Jersey

2. South Maryland
West Virginia
Virginia
Kentucky
Tennessee
N. Caroli(nd

S. Carolina
Texas

1

Oklahoma

4 Arkansas

3. North Central

4% West

0053

Louisiana
Mississippi
Georgia
Florida
°A.lbama

North Dakota
South Dakota
Nebraska
KansaS
Minnesota
Iowa
Missouri
Wisconsin
Illinois
Michigan'
Indiana
Ohio

Washington
Oregon
California
Idaho
Nevada
Montana
Arizona
Colorado
Nev Mexico
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